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A77 communications associated with this department are performed as

a pub7ic safety service and according to FCC priority ru7es. pub7ic

safety ranks second on7y to Nationa7 Defense Communications. With

the FCC's current proposa7. it is fe7t that this priority is

inconsistent with the statutory priority.

By refarming the 156-174 band. our current bandwidth a770cation

wou7d decrease by approximate7y 25f. The number of channe7s wou1d

increase by approximate7y 456. The bandwidth. however wi11 not

a770w for the qua7ity of communications current7y avai7ab7e. The

increase in the number of channe7s wou7d then be counteracted by

the 7ack of qua7ity. The techn070gy avai7ab7e today and in the

foreseeab7e future re7ative to Channe1 spacing and occupied

bandwidth (Dockets No. 88-413 and 88.421). wi77 not a770w DESCHUTES

COUNTY SHERIFF to meet these requirements by January 1. 1996. We

wou7d then be put in non-comp1iance with the new ru7es. The

equipment that the County current1y uses is not capab7e of being

modified to meet the proposed specifications and the on1y s07ution

avai1ab7e wou1d be to rep7ace our communications system entire1y.

Rep1acing our system with a service simi1ar to the present one

wou1d cost the County approximate1y $1.523.267.66. which Is about

one-thfrd of our annua1 operating budget. Wfth the budgetary

constraints that are a1ready in p1ace. rep1acement within the next

three years is not rea7istic.





In summary. our thoughts and concerns towards this change are as

f0770ws. It wou7d be a77 but impossible for this office to afford

the cost of a system change. To negotiate with the proper agencies

in order to increase the number of transmitter sites so we can

maintain our current coverage. would by itself go beyond the

proposed date of imp7ementation. The avaf7abf7ity of equipment

that wi77 meet the new specifications by this time is not

reaTistic. Fourth is the ability to use features associated with

radio equipment such as data. encryption. and digital voice are not

compatib7e with the bandwidth requirement. A77 of the items

discussed here point to one major concern. That is officer safety

which shou7d not be sacrificed at any price. This wou7d not be

done in the armed forces. which protects the country from without.

and shou7d not be done to the pub1ic safety. which protects us from

within.

tlh17e increases in spectrum efficiency are important. pub1ic safety

communication requires that it be of the highest qua7ity of

service. As it has been stated. the high standard of service

required for pub1ic safety mandates an appropriate baTance between

spectrum efficiency and qua1ity of service. There appears to be a

genera 1 concurrence between equipment users and supp1iers that

bandwidths. be70w 6.25 KHZ. will not have features such as pub1ic

safety trunking. voice recognition. and encryption that is

essentia1 to pub1ic safety operations.


